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adaptation to an uncertain organizational environment. (Author) 
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Some organizational theorists (McNulty 1963) have emphasized that 
the kind and extent of present day change in organizational environments 
precludes the prediction of long range planning, and suggest rather that 
built in flexibility may be more efficient for organizational adaptation 
than the introduction of purposeful change. In order to adapt to the tur- 
bulent nature of environments, the organization needs to learn to make 
self adjustments. Terreberry's (i960) analysis of organizational environments 
has emphasized that (1) organizations learn to adapt to the changing 
contingencies of their environment; (2) changes in organizational 
environments are such as to increase the ratio of externally induced 
change to Internally induced change. However, none of these theorists have 
Identified the process involved in tins adaptation process; they have 
simply stated that it exists. 

The position taken in the research to be presented here is that unless 
the organization can sense the changes in its external environment by 
gathering and processing the required Information, it cannot remain viable. 
For example, Scheln's (1965: 98-99) discussion of the adapt! ve- coping 
cycle indicates that a system must sense a change in its environment, 
impart the relevant information about the change into those parts of the 
organization that can act on it and then get some feedback from the 
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environment on the organization's response. The research presented here 
focuses on those factors within the organization which facilitate Its 
ability to gather and process information about the uncertainty in its 
environment. The modifications In the way organizations structure them- 
selves in decision making is the central variable in this discussion of 
change and adaptation. Decision structure is the "leading part" in 
Brown's (1971) terms. 

Twenty-two decision units2 were studied In three Manufacturing and 
three Research and Development organizations. The objective was to 

(1) identify the types of structural modifications decision units 
implemented in adapting to different levels of environmental uncertainty; 

(2) to Identify the relationship between these structural modifications 
and organizational effectiveness. Decision making is more broadly 
defined for this analysis than in most decision models to include the 
gathering and processing of information carried out by groups of 
individuals that precedes the actual choice process. 

Perceived Environmental Uncertainty 

Perceived environmental uncerti inty was defined for this analysis as 
being comprised of three components: (1) the lack of information regarding 

the environmental factors associated with a given decision making situation; 
(2) not knowing the outcome of a specific decision in terms of how much 



^ An organizational decision unit is defined as a formally specified work 
group within the organization under a superior charged with a formally 
defined set of responsibilities directed toward the attainment of the goals 
of the organization. Decision making perse may be centered in the formal 
leader and/or distributed to various members of the specific unit. 
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the organization would lose if the decision were incorrect; (3) not being 
able to assign probabilities with regard to how environmental factors are 
going to affect the success or failure of the decision unit in performing 
its function^. 

Organ i zat i ona 1 Dec ! s i o n ' In i t Effect i veness 

In this research the concept of organizational effectiveness was 
applied to decision units within the organizations studied and consisted 
of three components. First, the effective decision unit must be moving 
toward attaining its formally defined goals and objectives. Second, to 
be effective the decision unit must integrate the individual into the 
social system through clearly defined organizational roles with clearly 
defined role expectations, such that role conflict and role ambiguity 
will be low for organizational mt ibers. Third, a decision unit must 
structure its roles such that individual system members can adapt to 
changes in the organization's environment when they occur. ^ 

Decision Unit Structure and Adapta tion to En vi ronmental Change 

An important function that a decision unit must perform in adapting 
to the uncertainty in its environment is the gathering and processing of 
information. The decision unites structure is thus conceptualized as the 
critical variable determining the effectiveness or ineffectiveness of 
the decision unit's information processing potential. 



3 For a more detailed discussion of the conceptual and empirical definition 
of perceived uncertainty, see Duncan (1971c) 

^ For a more detailed discussion of the conceptual and empirical 
definition of decision unit effectiveness, see Duncan (1971b) 
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The cybernetic conceptualization of organization is useful here in 
understanding the role of structure. This conceptualization as repre- 
sented by V/einer (194G), Cadwaller (1959)» Deutsch (19^3) links the 
generalized concept of organization to that of information and communication 
viewing a social system as a set of dements linked almost entirely by 
way of the intercommunication of information. The essential point is that, 
while the relations among components of mechanical systems are a function 
primarily of spatial and temporal considerations and the transmission 
of energy from one component to another, the interrelations among 
components in complex organizations come to depend more and more on the 
transmission of information. All social systems are networks held together 
by information. For example, in a decision unit the interrelations among 
the individuals and subgroups comprising it depends on the transmission 
of information about power and authority relationships, role demands, 
and whether current performance is meeting the decision unit’s output 
requirements or not. If the information flow is not functioning properly, 
then there is likely to be ambiguity about power and authority relation- 
ships, role demands, and performance demands which may impede the 
interrelations among the components of the decision unit such that its 
effectiveness may be less than optimal. 

The system must also exhibit some flexibility as well as stability 
in its functioning so that it can modify current practices to adapt to 
new situations as they arise in the environment. This requirement that 
a system be both flexible and stable can be mutually excusive unless there 
Is some form of compromise in these two strategies. Often, the very 
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process of developing stability in organizational functioning prevents 
the system from having the flexibility to adapt when situations change. 

Soth Merton (19^0) and Dlau (I960) have indicated how rules and procedures 
can become ends in themselves and thus prevent the organization from 
adjusting to new unexpected situations when they occur. Chandler's (1962) 
historical analysis of industrial organizations has also indicated the 
difficulties that large corporations had in responding to changes in their 
environments. Often., the necessary structural changes could not be 
implemented in the organization until there was a change in top management 
so that individuals, untied to past experiences, could institute changes. 

Thus, these two requirements for stability and flexibility can be 
mutually exclusive. However, the iystem could solve this stability*- 
flexibility dilemma by (l) alternating between flexibility and stability 
in its structuring of activities; (2) simultaneously expressing these 
two forms in different parts of the organization (V/eick, 1969). 

Organizational theorists such as Burns and Stalker (1961), Hall 
(1962), Lawrence and Lorsch (1967 a 8- b) and Pugh et al (1969) <n 
their empirical work and Bennis (I960), Litwak (l96l), and Argyris (1964) 
in their theoretical analysis have indicated that different configurations 
of /organizational structure may be appropirate depending on the task the 
organization has to perform. For example. Burns and Stalker (1961) have 
identified two different organizational strictures that are appropriate 
in different kinds of situations. In firms with a routine kind of task, 
a mechanistic type of organizational structure characterized by a rigid 
hierarchy of authority and centralized decision making, was most efficient. 
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These findings were a significant departure from the premise of one best 
organizational structure for all conditions that were postulated by the 
traditional bureaucratic theorists such as Weber (See Henderson and 
Parsons, lS^-7) and Gulick and Urwick (1937). 

However, none of these theorists have considered that rather than 
implement one kind of organizational structure for decision making, 
there may be several kinds of decision making structures that may be 
implemented by the same decision unit in making different types of 
decisions to gather and process the necessary information to adapt 
effectively to the particular degrees of perceived uncertainty associated 
with the decision. It is predicted that decision units solve the 
stability-flexibility dilemma by alternating between flexibility and 
stability in their organizational structure. The same organizational 
decision unit may implement different organizational structures at 
di fferent points in time. 

Decision unit structure was conceptualized and measured in terms 
of five dimensions: 1 Hierarchy of Authority, II Degree of Impersonality 
in Decision Making, Ml Degree of Participation in Decision Making, IV 
Degree of Specific Rules and Procedures, V Degree of Division of Labor. 
These five dimensions of structure were derived from Weber's (See 
Henderson and Parsons, 19^7: 330-332) theoretical discussion of 
bureaucracy. The rationale for taking this dimensional approach was that 
it could be determined if there were different configurations or profiles 
of these five structural dimensions that were effective for dealing with 
different levels of perceived environmental uncertainty experienced in 
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decision making. 

It was predicted that the configurations or profiles of these five 
structural dimensions would vary for the different types of decisions 
that the decision unit had to make. For routin e decisions for which 
definite procedures have been worked out and for which a relatively 
fixed response has been developed, a more structure^! profile across the 
five structural dimensions was predicted to be more effective in 
gathering and processing the information for decision making. V/hen 
decisions were non - routine and there was no cut and dried method for 
handling them, the search and Information processing needs were predicted 
to be greater for the decision unit. Here a different decision making 
structure profile less rigidly structured on the five structural dimensions 
was predicted to be more effective in gathering and processing the 
increased need for information in decision making. 

When perceived uncertainty is high in a decision unit, it was 
predicted that there would be an even greater difference in the decision 
making structural profiles for the routine and non-routine decisions. 

In a unit experiencing high uncertainty, routine decisions will still 
have to be made. Here, the information gathering and processing needs 
are predicted to be low so that a more structured decision profile is 
predicted to be most effective. However, for the non-routine decision 
under this high level of perceived uncertainty, the information gathering 
and processing needs are predicted to be very high. In this case, the 
less structured decision making profile is predicted to be most effective 
for gathering and processing the Increased information required for 
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decision making. 

in decision units experiencing a low degree of percieved environmental 
uncertainty, the difference betv/een the decision making structural profiles 
was predicted to be smaller. The profiles were predicted to be similar 
because the information needs between the routine and non~routine 
decisions are both expected to be relatively low. Here, the more 
structured profiles were predicted to be the most effective in gathering 
and processing the information that is required for decision making. 

The major premise above then is that certain types of decision 
making structural profiles comprised of the five structural dimensions 
are more effective for adapting to the different degrees of perceived 
environmental uncertainty experienced by decision unit members in making 
routine and non-routinr? decisions. 

Before developing specific hypotheses regarding the fit of the 
different decision making structural profiles to different organizational 
environments, it is important to identify the rationale for why decision 
making profiles toward the less structured end of the five structural 
dimensions are predicted to be more effective in dealing with perceived 
environmental uncertainty. 

The dominant characteristic of the decision unit's structure seems 
to be its ability and potential to gather and process information. If 
a closer look is taken at the dimensions of structure specified above, 
each one ranging from a very low to a very high degree, they all seem 
to have important implications for the decision unit's ability to gather 
and process information. The degree of the decision unit's hierarchy of 
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authori t y, ru1es_» procedur es an d division of labor has important 
implications for the decision unit's information processing regarding 
the state of its environment. Vihen these dimensions are highly structured, 
the channels of communication are likely to be restricted and the amount 
of Information available within the system restricted more than when the 
decision unit is toward the lower end of these dimensions. This is 
especially important when the environment is dynamic. In this case, a 
high level of perceived environmental uncertainty is predicted to be 
experienced In the unit with the resulting high need for obtaining and 
processing new information. V/ith respect to dealing with this uncertainty* 
a very high degree of emphasis on the hierarchy of authority is likely to 
cause decision unit members to adhere to specified channels of communication 
and to selectively feed back only positive information regarding their 
job. They would, thus, be neglecting any negative feedback which might 
actually help the organizational unit better adapt (Read, 1962). Strict 
emphasis on rigid rules, procedures, and division of labor may prohibit 
the unit from seeking new sources of information when new information 
Inputs are required to adapt to the uncertainty of the environment 
which may not have been foreseen when the rules and procedures were 
initially developed. 

De-emphasizing impersonal be h avior is also important for the 
information processing capabilities of the decision unit in an uncertain 
environment. When individuals are faced with uncertainty in their decision 
environment and strategies dealing with this uncertainty are not clearly 
covered by pre-established rules and procedures, greater reliance must 
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be made on the Informal network of relationships. Conrath's (1967) 
research on budgeting behavior in NASA found that as uncertainty increased, 
there was greater reliance placed on informal kinds of decision making 
behavior which was to search out more information. Increased uncertainty 
may also create some anxiety and stress in decision unit members. 
Torrance's (1961) reaearch on stress indicates that continued stress 
within the group destroys communication 1 imkages and reduces the group's 
level of performance. Schroder, Driver, and Streufert's (1967) research 
on human information processing indicates that the effectiveness of group 
information processing decreases under stress. Being able to call on 
colleagues in whom they can trust might reduce this stress. Blau (I960) 
has indicated that informal relations is one process along with competence 
that can integrate the individual into the group. By integrating 
individuals fully into the group, the group's information processing 
abilities are potentially Increased by the individual's commitment to 
working toward achieving group goals. Lanzetta (1955) has also indicated 
that in ambiguous situations primary group relations may help reduce 
the threat and stress of uncertainty. This, in turn, may facilitate 
the group's Information processing potential. 

Deal ing openly wi th interpersonal behavior and feel ings is important 
in the information processing potential of the decision unit because 
of the potential conflict^hat might arise among decision unit members 
as they try to reach decisions in adapting to the uncertainty In their 
environment. This is consistent with Argyris' (1962) research that 
indicates that if a social system develops a set of values and norms 
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supportin 9 openness in Interpersonal relations, this can lead to 
increased effectiveness in decision making* It may also be necessary, 
as Blake, Shepard, and llouton's (1964) research indicates, to build in 
specific problem solving and conflict reducing structures within the 
organization* 

Finally, gr eater part i c i pat i on in decision making may increase the 
information processing potential of the decision unit when faced with 
perceived uncertainty in their environment by bringing new insights 
and sources of information into the unit as well as providing more 
sources of feedback and resulting checks on the unit*s behavior (see 
Collins and Guetzkow, 1964; Maier, 1970). Greater participation in-decisrQn 
making also has the potential of integrating Hall's (1971)“new breed of 
employees" with their increased emphasis on participation and having 
some control over their work environment. 

If the decision unit's environment is more certain, it is predicted 
that the decision unit's Information processing capabilities may be 
n^re effective when the decision making structural profiles approach the 
more structured ends of the continuum of the five dimensions of structure* 
Here, the information demands on the decision unit are minimal, and it 
can respond more quickly to its enviornment by relying on pre-established 
rules and procedures, a well-specified division of labor, etc* Argyris 
(1964), Thompson and Tuden (195C) and Katz and Kahn (1966) have all 
indicated that the more rigidly structured pyramidal decision making 
structure should be used when; 1) time is of the essence; 2) in routine 
decision making instances; 3) when environmental demands are clear and 
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their Implications are obvious; 4) organizational circumstances 
approximate those of closed systems with nilnimal change requirements from 
the environment. 

The major premise of the model under discussion then. Is that 
organizational decision units have to be structurally flexible enough 
to relate themselves to the uncertainty of their environment. An essential 
characteristic of the concept of organizational structure is the 
intercommunication of information. In order for an organizational decision 
unit to make decisions and react to its environment, it must be able 
to gather and process the relevant information concerning its internal and 
external environment such that; 1) it can becoi^e aware of the state of 
its* internal and external environment; 2) it 63n assess what alternative 
courses of action are available to It in responding to the decision 
making situation. By generating and processing information in an effective 
manner, the decision unit can more effectively interact with its environ- 
ment and obtain the necessary feedback on the effectiveness or ineffective- 
ness of its adaptation. 

Perceived I nfluence over the Environment and Decision Making St ructural. 

P rof i 1 es i mplemented 

The extent and degree to which the decision making structural profiles 
for routine and non-routine decision differ, it is predicted, depends 
on the decision unit's perception as to whether it can influence the 
factors In Its environment which are contributing to the perceived 
uncertainty. Perceived influence over the environment Is defined 
terms of the decision unit's ability to: 1) affect the demands made on 
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It; 2) affect the expectations of performance made on It; 3) deal 
with alternatives to, and 4) have some control over the factors and 
components taken into consideration by the decision unit in the decision 
making process. It is predicted that the more the decision unit is able 
to affect the demands and expectations of environmental factors, as well 
as deal with alternatives to a specific factor or have some control 
over a given environmental factor, the more influence the decision 
unit is going to perceive itself to have over the environment. 

For example, a supplier which is an external environment factor, 
may not be providing the necessary information regarding parts delivery 
dates to a production decision unit. The result may be that the given 
decision unit may experience some degree of perceived uncertainty in 
the decision making process regarding the implementation of new products 
into line production. 

If the production decision unit in this example perceives that It 
can influence this uncertainty producing factor, it may in its decision 
making procedures if the resulting uncertainty is high, try to develop 
ways to reduce this uncertainty. The decision unit might perceive 
itself to have some influence over this factor if it was a large scale 
customer of the supplier, and the supplier was somewhat dependent on. 
the decision unit for buying its parts. In this case, the decision unit 
could exert its influence by looking for new suppliers or by considering 
manufacturing the part itself, i.e., there are alternatives to dealing 
with the given factor. In this case, it is predicted that a more 
flexible decision making structural profile would be more effective for 
exploring these alternatives. On the other hand. If the supplier was 
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the only source for tlie part with many buyers, i»e., there are no 
alternatives open to the unit in dealing with the given factor, the 
decision unit would have little influence with the supplier, and the 
increased time spent in implementing the different decision making 
structures in exploring alternatives would have little payoff to the 
decision unitl It is predicted then, that the decision unit would perciive 
no benefit in incurring the costs of implementing the different decision 
making structures fof routine and non~routine decisions# The result, 
then, would be that the decision making structural profiles would be 
simi lar# 

The point being emphasized is that the extent to which decision 
unit members implement different decision making structures in attempting 
to adapt to environment uncertainty, depends on whether or not decision 
unit members perceive that they have some Influence over the uncertainty 

producing factors In the environment. 

By combining the perceived environmental uncertainty and influence 
over the environment dimensions, four different states of uncertainty 
and Influence over the environment were Identified for organizational 
decision units. The predicted most effective combinations of decision 
making profiles for routine and non-routine decisions for dealing with 
these different environmental states were then identified. (See Table I) 



Insert Table 1 Here 

, , _ ^ — — Tri T 1 * 

The rank order from high to low of predicted differences between the 



ERIC 



e 



. 1.5 



15 



routine and non-routine profiles is as follows; (1) Cell IV; (2) Cells 
1, ii. III were predicted to have relatively little difference between 
the two profiles. The rationale for these predictions was that it was 
only when uncertainty is high that the information demands are going to 
be great for the decision unit. This is particularly the case in dealing 
with non“routine decisions where the impact of high uncertainty is 
expected to be great. A more flexible decision making structure (Cell 
IV) across the five structural dimensions for non-routine decisions 
was predicted to exist and be most effective when the decision unit 
perceived that it had some Influence over environmental factors, and 
was aware of the utility in investing the time and increased system 
resources required in implementing the more flexible decision structure. 
For routine decisions, a more rigid decision making structure was still 
predicted to exist and be effective for gathering and processing the 
smaller amount of the information required for this type of decision. 

Thus, under conditions of high uncertainty and high influence (Cell IV), 
the decision making profiles for routine and non-routine decisions were 
expected to differ the most. 

V/hen perceived uncertainty Is high, but decision unit members 
perceive that they have low Influence over their environment (Cell Ml), 
it was predicted that the unit was less likely to perceive the utility 
in investing the increased time and other system resources In implementing 
a different, more flexible decision making profile for non-routine 
decisions. Little difference was then predicted to exist between the two 
profiles. The decision unit will respond In both routine and non- r<xi tine 
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decisions by rigidly structuring its hierarchy of authority to coordinate 
its decision making to find a quick means of trying to influence environ- 
mental factors contributing to the high uncertainty. The decision unit, 
in a very real sense, is responding to an "emergency" situation and to 
the severe time constraints that accompany it. The less structured 
decision profile with its increased time demands were not expected to be 
appropriate under these conditions. This prediction is consistent with 
the Work of Thompson and Tuden (1959) and Argyris* (1964) in emphasizing 
that in emergency situations and when time is of the essence, the pyramidal 
type of decision structure is most effective for decision making. 

R ESULTS 

Differen c es ,. in Ro utine and Non-Routin e D ecision Making Profiles 

Profile analysis was then performed on the routine and non-routine 
decision structures across the five structural dimensions for the 22 
decision units in the sample. Two profile difference measures were 
implemented to Identify the degree to which the profiles differed. 

Level Dissimilarity (Lev. Diss.) measured the extent to which the average 
level of the profiles differed — were the routine profiles more 
structured than the non-routine profiles? The higher this index the greater 
the difference in the profiles. Sh ape Corre lation measures the correlation 
of the two profile shapes irrespective of their levels. The lower 
this correlation, the greater the difference in the profiles (Cohen 
1969). The profiles and the results of the profile analysis are presented 
i n Table 2, ^ 



Insert Table 2 Here 
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fii 2 X 2 analysis of variance was performed to determine what effect 
the two levels of perceived environmental uncertainty and perceived 
influence over the environment had on the two profile difference measures. 
Table 3 summarizes the F-ratios for the two profile difference measures. 
Table 4 summarizes the multiple comparisons of the a priori predicted 
differences for the cell means in Table 1 for each of the two profile 
difference measures. 









Insert Table 3 Here 
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Insert Table 4 Here 
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It was indicated In Table 1 that under the following conditions of 
perceived environmental uncertainty and perceived influence over the 
environment, decision units would exhibit 1 i ttle d i fference in their 

routine and non- routine profiles: 

Low Perceived Uncertainty + Low Perceived Influence 
over the Environment (Cell 1) 

Low Perceived Uncertainty + High Perceived Influence over 
the Environment (Cell ll) 

High Perceived Uncertainty •:* Low Perceived Influence over 
the Envl rnment (Cel 1 III) 

Inspection of the summary of the multiple comparisons in Table 4 indicates 
there are no significant differences between Cells I, II, III* across 
the two profile difference measures, and this supports the predictions. 
Thus, when decision units experience low uncertainty, it apparently 
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matters little whether the decision unit perceives that it has high or 
low influence over its environment in decision making. Under low 
uncertainty, the information gathering and processing needs for both 
routine and non-routine decisions are low. Thus, the information needs 
for the unit can be handled for both routine and non- routine decisions 
by very structured decision making procedures, i.e., the profiles 
are essentially the same. 

Inspection of the multiple comparisons in Table 4 also indicates 
that decision units that experience high uncertainty and high perceived 
influence over their environment (Cell IV) exhibited the greatest 
differences in their routine and non-routine decision making profiles. 
Decision units under these levels of uncertainty and influence exhibited 
significantly different scores on the profile difference measures than 
did the decision unit under low uncertainty- low perceived influence 
(Cell 1), low uncertainty-high perceived influence (Cell II), and 
high uncertainty- low pecceived influence (Cell III). Thus, when 
uncertainty is high and the unit perceives it has some influence over 
its environment, it differentiates its decisionmaking procedures to 
deal with the information gathering and processing requirements that 
accompany high uncertainty. ^ 

Differences in Routine and Wo n-ro utine Decision Making, Profiles and Decisjon 
Unit Effectiveness 

Above, it was indicated that the predicted differences in the decision 
making profiles under different conditions of perceived uncertainty and 
perceived influence over the environment would be associated with 
decision unit effectiveness. Decision unit effectiveness as used in 
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this analysis, is comprised of three interrelated components. First, 
the effective decision unit must be moving toward attaining its formally 
defined goals and objectives. Second, to be effective the decision 
unit must integrate the Individual into a social system through clearly 
defined organizational roles with clearly defined role expectations 
such that role conflict and role ambiguity will be low for the individual. 
Thrid, a decision unit to remain viable, must adapt to its environment. 

A decision unit can achieve this adaptability by structuring itself so 
that individual decision unit members can adapt to changes in the 
decision unit's environment when they occur. 

The standard procedure by which to perform this analysis would have 
been to divide each of the four cells in Table I (see diagrams in Table 
2) in two into high effectiveness and low effectiveness groups, thus 
yielding an eight cell table. Decision units would then be rank ordered 
by their scores on the effectiveness scale and assigned to the proper 
cells. Then, for example, decision units under low uncertainty and low 
perceived influence over the environment that were effectively adapting 
to their environment could be compared to units under low uncertainty” 
low perceived influence that we re not effect i ve 1 y adapting to their 
environment to determine If there are any differences in their profiles 
for routine and non-routine decisions. Howerer, this type of analysis 
was infeasible in this study because of the small sample size, N=22 
and the skewed nature of the effectiveness dimension. Given these 
limitations, a more global analysis was performed to determine if the 
differences in the routine and non-routine decision making profiles, 
as measured in the two profile difference measures, were associated 

, so 
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with different levels of decision unit effectiveness. Inspection of the 
hypotheses presented in Table I indicate that under conditions of h 
perceived environmental uncertainty, there are to be greater differences 
in the decision profiles. Therefore, under conditions of h i^h perceived 
uncertainty, there should be a higher correlation between the two 
structural difference measures and the dimensions of decision unit 
effectiveness, as the differences in structure are predicted to be 
more effective here than under Jow uncertainty. This same explanation 
holds true for perceived influence over the environment. Under conditions 
of h i gh perceived influence, there should also be a higher correlation 
between the two structural difference measures and the dimensions of 
decision unit effectiveness, than under conditions of low perceived 
influence over the environment. To perform this analysis, the 22 decision 
units were first split into high and low uncertainty groups, and correlations 
were performed within these two groups between the dimensions of effective- 
ness and the profile difference measures (Table 5). The groups were then 
split into high and low influence groups, and correlations between the 
effectiveness and the two profile difference measures were computed 
(Table 6). 

insert Table 5 Here 


















Insert Table 6 Here' 
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Inspection of Table 5 Indicates that, as predicted, under conditions 
of high uncertainty the profile difference measures are highly 
correlated with the four dimensions of effectiveness, as well as the 
over-all total effectiveness score. Under conditions of Jow perceived 
uncertainty, these correlations are greatly reduced. Therefore, it 
appears that as uncertainty Increases there Is a high correlation 
between the differences In the decision making structural profiles and 
decision unit effectiveness. Thus, under conditions of high uncertainty, 
decision units that were effectively adapting to their environment 
Implemented different decision making structural profiles for routine 
and non- routine decisions. 

Inspection of Table 6 Indicates, In general, higher correlations 
for the two profile difference measures and decision unit effectiveness 
under conditions of Jow pe rce I ved Influence over the environment 
which Is contrary to the above prediction. It may be that under 
conditions of low perceived Influence over the environment, decision 
units that are more effective Implement different decision making 
profiles In attempting to gain some Influence over the environment. 
Thompson (1967 : 32-38) had Indicated that organizations seek to 
minimize the power of environmental elements over them by maintaining 
alternatives and attempting to gain some control over thesr environments# 
Thus, contrary to the prediction above, It may be that It is under 
conditions of low perceived Influence over the environment, that It Is 
Important to Implement different kinds of decision making procedures for 
dealing with non- routine decisions, as the Information needs are high 
In attempting to develop ways of gaining some control over the 
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Conclu sion s 



This paper has presented a model of how organizations adapt to 
the uncertainty in their environment by making changes in the way they 
structure themselves for decision making* The research reported here 
has Indicated that it is not just a single change in organization 
structure, but rather a shifting between more rigid and more flexible 
decision structure that facilitates effective adaptation to an uncertain 
organizational environment. 
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Low Uhcertal nty : 'H igh Uncertainty • 



Table I 



Perceived Uncertainty and Influence over the Environment In 
Decision Making, and Effective Decision Making Profiles 



Low Influence High Influenc e 



CELL I 

Decision Making Structural Pro- 
files for routine and non- 
routine decisions expected to 
both be highly structured ac- 
ross the 5 structural dimensions 



CELL III 



CELL II 

Decision Making Structural Pro- 
files for routine and nonroutine 
decisions are expected to both 
be highly structured across the 
5 structural dimensions 



CELL IV 



Decision Making Structural Pro- 
files for routine and nonroutine 
decisions expected to both be 
highly structured across the 5 
structural dimensions 



Decision Making Sturctural Pro- 
files for routine and nonroutine 
decisions are expected to differ 
with the routine decision profile 
being more highly structured ac- 
ross the 5 structural dimensions 
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Table 2 



Profile Analysis for Routine and Nonroutine Decisions 






Lov/ Pe rce i ved I rif 1 iicncc 

H i gfi 

Structure Cell I 

6 







Shape 

CoVr. 

,5080 



I II 111 IV V. N«5 
Lov/ 

Stru cture 
Fi gh 

Structure Cell III 




Lov/ 

^tructu rc 



Routine Profile 
Kenroutine Profile 



H igh Perceived Influence 



H I gli 

Structure Cell II 




Low 

Structm;e 

Higir 

Structure Cell IV 



Lev, 




Structure 



Structural D In ten si o n s 

I, Hierarchy of Authority 

II, Impersonal I ty in Decision Making 

III, Participation in Decision Making 

IV, Rules and Procedures 

V, Division of Labor 
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Table 3 



Summary of F-Hatios, Analysis of Variance, Perceived 
Uncertainty* Perceived influence over the Environment 
for Profile Difference Measures 



i 


Uncertainty 


Influence 


Uncertainty- 

Influence 


1 

1 

Level Dissimilarity 

1 


7.115** 


2.196 


10,080** 

1 


1 

Shape Correlation 


8.977** 


].2¥i 


10,251** 

f 


* P< .05 

** p< ,01 









Table k 



Summary of Multiple Comparisons, Cell Means, Perceived 
Uncertainty^^ Perceived Influence Anova’s for Profile 
Difference Measures 



Cells Compared 
, (Table 1) 


Critical 


Differences IG d.f. 




Level Dissimilarity 


Shape Correlation 


1 

t 


1 & IV 


P < .01 


p <.0I 


» 

• 

1 


1 & III 


NS 


NS 


i 


1 & II j 


NS 


NS 




II & IV 


P .01 


p ^ ,01 




II & Hi 


NS 


NS 




III & IV 


P < .01 


P< .01 


1 

1 

I 

! 



